The letter to Hill, a typewritten copy of which came to light recently in the archives of the Royal Society, expresses a characteristic Sartonian mixture of undimmed commitment and frustration. 2 The letter, written from 'Harvard Library 185, Cambridge, Mass., USA', reads:
Dear Dr Hill, This letter is being mailed to you in two copies, one of them by air mail. I thank you very much for the 'Notes and Records' containing valuable materials for the historian of science which will be mentioned regularly in Isis. As you probably know, I have been fighting for the last twenty five years to obtain from the scientists a better recognition of the humanities in general and of the humanities of their own science in particularand to obtain at the same time a better understanding of science from the so-called humanists. The best way if not the only way to humanize science is to study its history, but that history must be studied earnestly, scientifically, or else it is nothing but humbug. Therefore, the interest taken by the Royal Society in the history of science gives me very great pleasure.
Unfortunately, the great majority of the scientists either despise the history of science, or think that it may be studied anyhow without any of the precautions which they use in their investigations. That is, they either despise it or make it despicable by their own conception and treatment of it. The new president of the Carnegie Institution told me that the studies to which I have devoted my life were 'irrelevant'. I believe that they are 'relevant' in peace time, and even more so in war time.
You have probably heard of the sudden death on February 10 th of our friend, L. J. Henderson. He had been subjected to a surgical operation and after a couple of weeks he seemed to be all right. My wife had sent him a little azalea tree to brighten his hospital room, he wrote her a very gracious letter of thanks and the next day we heard of his death. In recent years our friendship had been somewhat cooled, because I could not share his enthusiasm for Pareto. He used to call me a sentimentalist and liked to tease me. My point of view is that inasmuch as we have emotions and feelings which color our opinions and even our scientific conclusions, it is on the whole more honest to acknowledge those feelings (as such and quietly) than to hide them. A discussion between rational men should not be like a game of poker. In any case, I am anxious to give my adversary all the facts I know of including my feelings; should he take undue advantage of my candor so much the worse for him. Such views irritated Henderson but we remained good friends and I miss him very much. He seemed to be built for old age (he was only 64); his mother survives him, she is 90 years old but her mind is still very active and her son's death has been a great shock to her. Henderson's wife has been in a private sanatorium for many years; at present she is no longer able to recognize even her own sister (Mrs Theodore Richards); hence she cannot be aware of his death or suffer from it as we do.
Sincerely yours,
GEORGE SARTON
The letter's underlying melancholy owed much to the renewed occupation of Belgium by German troops in 1940. But it also drew on the declared hostility of the president of the Carnegie Institution towards the history of science as to all the humanities and social sciences. That president (referred to in the letter but unnamed) was the engineer and administrator Vannevar Bush, soon destined to become a leading coordinator of the USA's scientific and technological war effort. The appointment of Bush in 1938 had R. Fox unhappy consequences for Sarton, who had to endure not only the personal jibe that his studies were 'irrelevant' but also a halving of the Institution's funding for Isis.
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Another blow to which Sarton refers is the recent death of his, and Hill's, friend Lawrence Joseph Henderson. 4 Six years Sarton's senior, Henderson occupied a prominent position at Harvard, as an established professor of chemistry and chairman of the Harvard Society of Fellows. His exceptionally broad intellectual profile made him a natural ally in Sarton's attempts to 'humanize science'. A serious engagement with philosophy drew him to the seminars of the philosophy department at Harvard, while his teaching of sociology, chiefly through the course Sociology 23 that he launched in 1938, left its mark on a rising generation of professional sociologists with interests in the systems approach to social analysis, including George C. Homans, Bernard Barber, William F. Whyte, Crane Brinton and Talcott Parsons. 5 Sarton and Henderson were united in their belief that studies in the humanities and social sciences must be pursued with the rigour of a true scientific enquiry if they were to advance beyond 'humbug'. Despite their enduring friendship, however, Henderson's admiration for the Italian-born sociologist and polymath Vilfredo Pareto had opened the divide that Sarton regrets in his letter. 6 The divide was a revealing one. It was of a piece with the relentlessly bibliographical style of Sarton's great but never-to-be-finished Introduction to the history of science.
7 But the essential difference between Henderson and Sarton grew from the contrasting ways in which their perspectives had evolved from a shared immersion in the positivism that had prevailed in western intellectual life during their formative years. Whereas Henderson, 'vigorously conservative' in politics and a critic of the New Deal, went on to reject the positivistic interpretation of human behaviour, with what he saw as its attendant disregard for values and emotions, Sarton remained broadly loyal to positivism's founding principles. 8 He was ready to admit the limits of objectivity and to acknowledge the influence of feelings on the judgements of even the most detached rationalist. Yet his belief in the progressive nature of human understanding and the power of reason to carry the process forward bore the stamp of a true, if by now temporally distant, disciple of Auguste Comte.
In the 70 years since the letter to Hill, a growing recognition of the diversity and interrelatedness of our explanatory tools for writing the history of science has caused Sarton's progressivist interpretation to fade. Sarton is certainly less read than he once was. But the very fact that, even at the height of World War II, Hill saw him as a natural recipient for Notes and Records conveys the respect he enjoyed in the discipline. At a time when Vannevar Bush's dismissive comments had so manifestly hurt Sarton, the arrival of the still young British journal, with its Royal Society imprimatur, must have reassured him that, despite all the setbacks, the battle for approval within the scientific community was still worth fighting. And so, happily though with much remaining to be done even in our own day, it has proved to be.
NOTES 1
The first issue of Isis appeared in March 1913, with the subtitle 'Revue consacrée à l'histoire de la science, publiée par George Sarton, DSc.', and the place of publication given as Wondelgemlez-Gand, the part of Ghent where Sarton had his home. On receiving a first copy of Notes and Records 167
